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Abstract

This study explores the disciplinary background and gender differences in the expression of interest
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in academic spoken discourse. By utilizing the British Academic Spoken English Corpus (BASE) and
an interest framework analysis method, 1244 instances of interest expressions were annotated and
analyzed quantitatively the dimensions. The study investigates the impact of disciplinary background
and gender differences on the use of interest markers. The results indicate significant differences in
the use of elements of the interest framework across disciplines and genders. Speakers from soft sci-
ences are more likely to present themselves as experiencers of interest, while those from hard sciences
tend to be experiencers who do not directly embody interest. Female speakers tend to express inter-
est in relationships, while male speakers are more inclined to focus on the research subject itself. Fur-
thermore, applied science disciplines and female speakers are more likely to use interest expressions
with boosted degree, whereas pure disciplines and male speakers prefer more neutral expressions. This
study constructs an interest analysis framework through frame semantics, expanding research on at-
titude types in stance markers, and contributes to a deeper understanding of disciplinary knowledge
formation and the role of gender differences in academic discourse.
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1. 5|8

EFEARGES, SLIZFRCENFRIE W SRV OB T TR, WBIEE WAL I i 5 1503 1)
HA1]. Ho, BEFCEZERE 7RSS BESE, W RIEGRE. A0, SZgbric s B 22 R
PR ZE ST A AR 2] SRH2E R LI hRiC i e B AERE . Hu A Cao [3]48tH, =R EITRZSf A0
W FIE X EEM IR IC AT o R =R o N a2 B 5 N SR, 2R S8R, AR AR LR
e ) 2 53 M AT —50. McGrath Al Kuteeva [4]& 3, 402400 4 /5 RO BR #3151 &N
FFNRCE[SIFR , Ahoe . ZoE AR 2RSS0 B s 2 A RO IR G, SR 78 502 (). Hyland
[61IAA, RS P RSO BR B AN 1S, Abdi [7]1t S RRIX— WM . SR1, Peacock [8] R LK
FRHENE R TR EESE, Qiu M Jiang [9]W35 7~ A RHE 92 BT 78 45 R I LR 108 % o

P51 22 S AR 2R B A R A S 35 52 #1967 E . Rubin A1 Greene [101&HL, a2 I = (1)
AR, T 5 A T A AR . TRER AR AR B N[ 1138 Y, o B A RORY PR R AT R R
Joo o G N def A VE BR 107 . R AV AR AR TG LY mT Ge A 9514 0 22 5 [12], Lillis #1
Curry [13JUCATERIR AR BRI RIE M gy F ik — 05T . IRRVEREL I RIEPIER, A
TR AR BAE FCiFE BRI AR, FEAMEN 58 5 R R SR S .

2. IERIE N EFEIER

HECHEZ EC A e ok, Rkl pER cER, HIRMNS 5%, MOMNKR. ERE LY
INA, BEARE S R IO SR T — MBS 451, 1A IR R AR AR B R, BPE SCHESE
[14]. V2 JEE RN TE CHESE AT 7E FrameNet inlJL 8048 FEh#k B, A S 7 H AT “MR” 1IHE
B2, FrameNet H 5 MR GG SUHEZEAEREZE LR FAFEE S . fIW1, Mental stimulus_stimulus_focus HE
Ry L HRPE A R R RN “Explanation” , 1) Emotion_directed #E42H1°4 “Reason” , Stimulus_focus
HEZEH FR A “ Circumstance” , (HIXEEAREAT FARAAMFEIME . XFE L ESH 5% 4 FrameNet 1
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Figure 1. Interest frame

E 1. S4EiEse

MBHEZRI R — N nE e “GIR Y (Trigger), BIRURXEBIIAER . ST LA N H RS B Se ki
1 (Appraisal), EFFHRITHEY) . ATABAMRN AT, SN FE RS . G, XA Gk
LRSWEFEMME 3 A RV, PP AT DGR AR AR e L[ . 58 A2 5% &R (Relationship), f#iid
WU AR B B BT T 5 DR TEC MR AR . S BE T8 RS A AT FEARAT B Sy, 51 R . 55
=FhA2 AR (Proposal), RSB WA BCRKAT FT7 A AT 3G RIS EIR B0 i B RIEH T
AR, JRLEYT & BEAROT T EANE o B DURN 2R Ik (Attribute), FRBTFIN R, LENZ 5H K
MRFRFEAN G 5o X AR SR IS BER BTN R NEARR R, BRI T HEE IR SR, &5
FEL S (Phenomenon), FiE AL E 1 SLPRSAF o3, Toik2 BRI A& 3P AT v . BLEE
WG MR R, B B AR

MHHEZR A A UM, HOLEMBINIEE A K. AR RN, TR T T4 R ek
WEFN R /AL /2 5E AR AN R R BN B 2, A4 S8 AT 78 A R/ A AT FU 7 S5 (AR AE . 2%
BHEZR ) S B R A A B S AT Y, AR A SR RE o

MHMEZL IS = AN TCFGRRE L, BRI, 70 I IRgS B b =R

PABRHESR 2R DU MEZR TR R RIS &, 0 KR JEOBR (1IN o 24 [ 52 D B ) 1A 36 8 VAT W 1 R B
FIARIC VRS K, AR B W A GER ARIG T RE R A B T B A (i
Hott 23 B FEN D) o
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3. fIRFG=E
3.1. ARG

A 7 25 DA R 91 A
1) RSB SERIE & TR LA 75 A2
2) RIS ABIHE A TE R MR 52

3.2. BERKIRE

JEE AR EBASE)ERHVE BN M T RZIPAR, B45 160 NUFEERT 39 MY 2 H0A S id
K, ERVERELN 170 Jiia . AW FOR A RSB RIE B 2RI SR NS 2 BN 2R BeE R N
Fit

33. BRS5HRE

AHE 7K ] Wang H1 Hu [15]4 68— T 268R 0 [7] 3] [ S A1, il s & b S 3L a2
61 NKT MR AR ARG E . AW FUIEILAE BASE i8R E P R IR LT, RIIEE 31 AN DR
IRV H I 1244 4k, 4 interesting. attraction, alPEELFETEA A BllIA] . 449 o B H IGERbR 1 3R] ) B+
Phi ok, i sax 2] 1 R S g AR

R IRHELR I TR, WX S C W a) P T AR . T S 2 N TR A, DUNER S
Wl FIE TR HIA) T, B,  “Their action is impeded by interionic attraction” H ] attraction & )2 &5
E51 77, AT bR

1z H @ B2 00 U3 3 A SR 7 2 BRI il 2 15 RE % ] SE b TN M R HE 22 T 3R S L - 200 ) A
THL . AAE2E Bl BOER BV R R S {as, MOGEMEZRA R TR, WK, R, TR Y
AMEZE TC R 3 3T @ B 0 B H 23 A

4. BER5VHE

AEEE IMERTCER ——5K . R REEEMRLR %, PRI 2R PR T AR E
BRI -

4.1. 5|%

KEMBHEZITR “9IKk” B JuZ AR R M8 R 7R, V2 RS B 22 R 2 8] 22 572 Tt
STILRFIE A S E R . BRI S, A RNR 5 H REX DGR A m] Bt B bR 5 4 1
1.38 i FEHDHHEBL BT SO S I, BB A S B RIS GBI AT REME B R, X 1.49 (L 1o X —K
L5 Hu [16]AIRT UL R 2, RSB R 5 8 EWE 0T Se B AW, T S5t 7t (0 B M vt
Wk, TR S U BN R B AR B ARG e

BEAN, MR RoR, BEERNR E B AR RGEXT E R VGBI O, H AT RETE R RN E A 1
1.63 o XRIIHARIBE T ERIEF AR L, WOBEEHL. 2R AN RERRPR,
XEER RIS Z I IR, He il UG R B, SRR A OIS S R RIS, DU RS
SRR RN AT [17]0 X ARMEAE R 2 RALRTT R, RS TS Rt 2ot a4 A
RER I LG -

Ja, DEREE R EGR TRIERIET “RR” B0, Haraetk Ny Bk 1.65 {45, XERY
LM REA RN AR ERHE IR R S RIS R . MECT B, L MEAE R o B Sy AR B [A] Y
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MERAMAGNE, RIUBAREERARIREE . AR R 5T 5, B miE Tat 7
A8 ) () L3N S AT e M o SR A Lo PEIF U REVR NAZ A B R KT 7258 LSS AN RLER ML, AT 3R A5 BE 4
T AT 7E LA o

Table 1. Results of binary logistic regressions analysis of the frame element of “trigger”

F1LERTR “31%7 NI BEADINER

EXP(B)[f] 95% C.I.

Outcome Predictor B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B)

IR PR
/AR R 0.066 0.174 0.143 0.705 1.068 0.759 1.502
. ali/ R 2E R -0.311 0.162 3.693 0.055 0.733 0.534 1.006
B/ Aok 0.264 0.174 2.288 0.13 1.302 0.925 1.832

il -1.655 0.161 105.344 0 0.191
B R -0.322 0.154 4.342 0.037 0.725 0.535 0.981
% ali/ R H R 0.071 0.148 0.231 0.631 1.074 0.804 1.435
U Redh g id -0.218 0.177 1.526 0.217 0.804 0.568 1.137

il -1.222 0.143 73.301 0 0.295
AR R 0.4 0.168 5.634 0.018 0.671 0.482 0.933
.~ afi/ N —0.165 0.164 1.014 0.314 0.848 0.615 1.169
B/ Aok -0.294 0.199 2.183 0.14 0.745 0.504 1.101

il -1.338 0.152 77.447 0 0.262
B R 0.485 0.133 13.387 0 1.625 1.253 2.107
‘ ali/ R H 2R 0.073 0.121 0.362 0.547 1.075 0.849 1.362
it U Redh g id -0.132 0.137 0.919 0.338 0.877 0.67 1.147

g —0.849 0.126 45.528 0 0.428
AR R -0.132 0.187 0.498 0.48 0.876 0.607 1.265
. 2/ A 0.301 0.173 3.047 0.081 1.352 0.964 1.896
KA U Redh g id 0.501 0.187 7.2 0.007 1.65 1.145 2.38

il -2.123 0.179 140.553 0 0.12

4.2. B

IR B TS SRR, Al R N SR T ) 2 R AR A ET AT A T R 2 MR A s A e
PrsE A O, N AR R TR A T AN R, HAT Rt R AR 1.56 fif; mo2EsE R
SN TR OB VA PR T AR IR B, AT RE P N AR 2.07 (IR 2). IXSRW], WA RHE FL AN
AR, 2GRN NSRRI FUX RN AR . BBAh, TR RIR, VRS EVEERE At R S R R
ZIRZES, CARMERIZE R, R B Z 0 Mol A SR R R (X B T R 3R . LE B s o, ko
BHI{AR & & LB LSRR 5 3 S AT REA N GBI A ke, LT REMEDN 1.31 1 NAHZRHIR 5 &
PLAl 2 B A S 2 ST RE ARSI P AR TR, T REVE DY 1.34 1. LoPER & LE VR T REAMR it
AR, FTREVEY 1.36 (LA 2). VAR S # MR TR BRI il A R R, T 2ot b 25
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PESRARRE o

Table 2. Results of binary logistic regression analysis of the frame element of “explanation”

2. MERTR “BR N BERASIER

EXP(B)H 95% C.L
Outcome Predictor B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B)

TR TR
R AL —0.365 0.134 7.454 0.006 0.694 0.534 0.902
afi/ N 2= R 0.447 0.126 12.636 0 1.564 1.222 2.002
External
B Ak 0.017 0.146 0.014 0.906 1.017 0.765 1.353
W -0.793 0.126 39.936 0 0.452
TR ) 0.083 0.133 0.392 0.531 1.087 0.837 1.412
ali/ N =%t -0.729 0.126 33.262 0 0.483 0.377 0.618
Internal
Bk —0.341 0.144 5.585 0.018 0.711 0.536 0.943
W -0.292 0.123 5.672 0.017 0.747
B2 0.271 0.134 4.07 0.044 1.311 1.008 1.706
afi/ N 2= R 0.29 0.122 5.625 0.018 1.337 1.052 1.699
Unprovided
5Lk 0.304 0.137 4.952 0.026 1.355 1.037 1.771
W -1.04 0.128 65.569 0 0.353

MEERHARIS A BERT , 222 RS B AR 22 7 e 1 A RSB P N P RE I o B 22 A8 5%
VESEBRHIE TT,  SEINTE E AR S SE PR R, BT R R A B R VA A AR AR, AR AT T A A 2 5 SR
PrfELe T AT DAt AR ] SR Ak, 96 R LS 1R AP 75 5K (18] o

P 22 S DA A LA ke = Ml A T DRI AR (0 R 2 TN R R o MR 5 3 L R I 5 3 T b ) T4
W PGB RIR IR, 3K — S5 RS PR AN AR R S B AT AT . 2R, 5 Wang A1 Hu [15]FIRT U 45
FAHEL, PR 2 R AE DB A ARSCAR PR B PIT AR . DB S T I RS T8 2 B 3, &
A DUARE T & (0 S R R IE AR [19], BRI RIAE BT BA BRI B ey, 1 GRS th A5 B AR T T 3¢
AU SCVFAE R RIS HEAT BB R BATEAT, AT S0 H BN 52 A OO 155 TR A R

4.3. 1EE

IR AE KRR W], iSRS R SRR 2 R TN YRR s A B R R . N SR
(ke 5 3 gl R0 5 5 2 AT T4 R 5 IR, RTREMEON AT 1Y 1.59 1. [, gieRt
5 N SR R S ERARC KB AR B 2 22 5, AR R R B B AR R IE MR IN 8 h L AR
FTRETE R M 2R A 5 & B 131 A5 (IR 3)o X3 B I 22 R 175 1 X 8 1 838 m 6T 1) T A5 P ey v S
M= -

BEAN, I 22 5 B 2B R T SRRSO o SR A (T SR A AR IE A R A W] BE A
SIER 3.06 (LA 3), X—45 RS Wang Al Hu [15]IBFFE— 8. LMk & B i T mifin <k
IEPGER, X7 A i RS S VRS . BFFEER A, oM SR E T AR S 3 B R 7
JEEBIL T 5 1 B A5 AR A5 P [20] o JCHAE B3 5 5 A 2 AR A0S, Lok 2 28 A A T e AU O T L EEA S T L 2
I R F R I TR E B, o ORI AR A 2]
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Table 3. Results of binary logistic regression analysis of the frame element of “degree”

F3.ERTR “BE” M- rZERASRER

EXP(B) 95% C.1.
Outcome Predictor B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B)

TR IR
LR —0.044 0.154 0.081 0.776 0.957 0.708 1.294
ali/ N =8t 0.468 0.139 11.27 0.001 1.596 1.215 2.097
Boosted
5k 1.118 0.148 57.328 0 3.059 2.29 4.086
W -1.718 0.149 132.475 0 0.179
R ) —-0.284 0.183 2.391 0.122 0.753 0.526 1.079
ali/ N 2%t —0.186 0.178 1.093 0.296 0.83 0.585 1.177
Mitigated
B Ak -0.323 0.217 2215 0.137 0.724 0.473 1.108
Lt -1.62 0.166 95.041 0 0.198
WAgE2EF) 0.171 0.132 1.673 0.196 1.186 0.916 1.537
afi/ N 2= R —0.272 0.122 4.959 0.026 0.762 0.6 0.968
Neutral
B Ak -0.793 0.136 34.028 0 0.453 0.347 0.591
W 0.804 0.124 41.931 0 2.235

3 J7 M, VR RAE T SR IC KA A B . B S E A T IR R T RETE
PRI 2.21 A (WA 3), A 531 A T P LA ERA BB IS, W e RIRESGHE Y B “H
BN o XA LRIE SRR E AR SRN, BRORYT TR E R i T, W
MRV IR T Z IR B diik.

44. (FIH

AT, R/RE R ZE R TN 0 e A B A GBS H I BB R R . oo R 5
MraR B, BFRIR S FHINE H OSBRI R R IR R 538 1 2.51 (1K 4),

T2 b 5 2IUK TR R S50, FARAE P 3 BB AR g AD R U [21]. fEXFhEERI R, &R
F 5K B EVE I T 77 0 e R AR T A NRRIR[22], X S B RRIL B F AR ALAFAE s B 5T
O B B ANPGRS, TR B T R R R A AR S B XS AN
R T WA RHR R AR S5 S B —— R AR R A R T AR KR S ke e . A5
HREMZ, XFPRIE TR IFIENME L, EERR TSI FR, WA WrE AR =4 i 2R A e 2N 4
SEER

LR, BRI AR T4 B R 2PN EBIARIE#, 3X 55 A0 i 1 R B 25 DA
K[22]0 FAFERNEH HeE AP ARG 555 G0N T 450, AR E KSR T35 1A
T L5 R . E TR R I TF O R FEAR AL R AE, U8 R BB R B N ERE = RERE
IR AN R S SR I I 2 1 o X ARSNGB A B T8 S 5% AME, Ak BT
WA S R T A AL 13].

5 T ) 2 S A0 T 4 R 56 2 1 HH B T AN B 3 X — 45 5 Wang A Hu [15]I0F S0 AR —58,
AT R I A A 3 BE A ) TR [ AR A DG #, DR T ARBUSRPERNTEER . BHAR, k%
HRRE A R I FE R RGBTSR, DURYT E SO SZ VP [23] . 1X Pk HE K Gl v AR AR 1R
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i, G 1RSI B2 AN AR R e [24] o

Table 4. Results of binary logistic regression analysis of the frame element of “experiencer”

T4 ERTE “HEE NITBEEFANER

EXP(B) 95% C.1.

Outcome Predictor B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B)
TR IR
WAE2EFR) 0.919 0.139 43.883 0.000 2.508 1.910 3.291
ali/ i FH =8 -0.001 0.122 0.000 0.996 0.999 0.786 1.270
Speakers/researchers
Bk 0.141 0.136 1.083 0.298 1.152 0.883 1.504
W -1.177  0.133 78.047 0.000 0.308
/A AL -1.101 0.133 68.371 0.000 0.332 0.256 0.432
ali/ i FH =8 0.062 0.128 0.235 0.628 1.064 0.828 1.366
Implied
5k 0.170 0.147 1.330 0.249 1.185 0.888 1.583
W -0.133 0.121 1.217 0.270 0.875
/M AL -0.106 0.198 0.258 0.593 0.900 0.611 1.326
ali/ N FH 22 %) 0.017 0.189 0.008 0.928 1.017 0.703 1.472
Listeners
Bk —0.450 0.237 3.600 0.058 0.638 0.401 1.015
8y -1.966  0.184  114.519  0.000 0.140
WA2EFR) 0.354 0.163 4717 0.030 1.425 1.035 1.963
ali/ i FH =8 —-0.091 0.147 0.381 0.537 0.913 0.684 1.219
Others
Bk 0.181 0.169 1.145 0.284 0.834 0.599 1.162
W -1.574  0.155  103.728  0.000 0.207

5. B4

AHFFURIL,  ARANE R PGB C K _EAPAE 22 57, X022 5 3 A A DR G iR PR i DA R
JSZ PRI AR (BRI ) b o AN R 2R FE R DS bR 10 8 H B 2 BIU0E 2 2 RS S szm, MRt .
R AR T POBNELE A RN E L, (B ZE 5 QU IUAE = AN RRE, HorhfE 4RI 4R BRI
PETZ 5+ -

AHEFCR N FE S T7i8, B AR T A T iiiE B0, WA ARIERT SR O TR A . 2
Wb, FETHELGEF AR WTHESR SIS TR AR, SaERSEnir, MBS
Tl NER LG, EE T HARIEE SRR R RO SR . OIS B BRA T P
ARAZ U P RAE B 1 5 208 SCRFAIE . BEAh, AW STl HESRTE L SN RIE LA ik, R 1 R
WIS BRI, B ARSI R O TR IR SR

FEXS R SEAR R FERISE M T T, POBMEZR MR H-F & 1 S bnic e e SR AL, IR Al
SR TIRAL 7 ORI AR . R, AW TCE R AR BN TERE, BERA RA YUk
R B AR E I, R A RS IR AL R B . I FE T B DGR bR AT B T R A4 0 1 Ik
B WIS S IR L AR, AT FUORTE S T A KOO 5 S DL, eSO A RIGH IRAR I 224
B EARE DRI RAOARUR S, B TR A 5 A P BB E MR . RIIR sk ANR
IR IIER . flansE — g iR E b, BBl NIRRT RO ISR S B EES . kSR
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AT G S I B BR 1 FAB R RIT T ] R R, BRAE VR SC S5 A Hh 45 D4 HRAE SRR T SO I I IR T
MITi EE, ARG ETIERER S RIKERE, Fi 7T 2RIEERHERIER, Bn 798
FIRIEE R I G 2 RS E . HHEERRE, T DR S8 T AR P O B il 51 i =270
PRI T SRR T SRS I o AR 3 e A ARSI R T3 T ASHE T2 (0 B E 2 B 5 49 5 = AR 18 B LB
I E R MEAR LI, AE ARSI WY 2GR TE b RENS B is M % I8N NS, ORI
ARG, IR .
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